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IN THE UTAH COURT OF APPEALS 
CITY OF SOUTH SALT LAKE, 
a municipal corporation, 
Plaintiff/Appellee 
vs 
SHELDON GORTAT, 
an individual, 
Defendant/Appellant 
Case No. 981804-CA 
Priority No. 3 
BRIEF OF APPELLEE CITY OF SOUTH SALT LAKE 
STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 
Pursuant to Section 78-5-120 of the Utah Code Annotated, as amended, this 
Court lacks jurisdiction for a case originating out of a justice court and which does not 
involve the validity nor constitutionality of a statute or ordinance. The Appellant I 
received a jury trial de novo in the district court and now is filing this appeal which does 
not involve the validity nor constitutionality of any statute or ordinance. Accordingly, this 
Court should dismiss this appeal for lack of jurisdiction or summarily affirm the 
disposition of the district court jury trial de novo on the basis that the appeal presents 
no substantial questions for review. 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 
1. Does either the Utah Court of Appeals or the Utah Supreme Court have 
jurisdiction over a trial de novo disposition not involving the constitutionality of a statute 
or ordinance? 
2. Is the ability to drive a motor vehicle on the public roadway an inalienable 
right which the State of Utah cannot regulate? 
3. Does the requirement that all debts, public charges, taxes, and dues be 
paid by the federal reserve note, not connected to the par value of gold or silver, violate 
the Constitution of the United States? 
4. Does the mere failure to file the oath of office of elective or appointive 
officers, who has taken and subscribed to said oath, vitiate the authority of such 
officers? 
STANDARD OF REVIEW 
The ability to review a case originating in a justice court which received a trial de 
novo in the district court is limited.1 This Court may only review cases involving the 
validity or constitutionality of a statute or ordinance, not oblique references to 
1
 "Our ability to review cases traveling to us from the justice of the peace 
courts through the district courts is limited. We cannot even reach all constitutional 
issues; our jurisdiction is limited to considerations of the validity and constitutionality of 
statutes." City of Salina v. Wisden, 737 P.2d 981, 982 (Utah 1987) (per curiam) 
(holding ability to drive motor vehicle was not a fundamental right and motor vehicle 
code did not infringe upon constitutional right to travel) (citation omitted) (emphasis 
added). 
2 
constitutional rights.2 Accordingly, this court has only the authority to dismiss this 
appeal or summarily affirm the jury trial de novo disposition.3 
DETERMINATIVE PROVISIONS 
The statutes determinative of this matter are as follows: 
1. U. S. CONST, art I, § 10, cl. 1 (exclusive domain of Congress): 
No State shall enter into any Treaty, Alliance, or Confederation; grant 
Letters of Marque and Reprisal; coin Money; emit Bills of Credit; make any Thing 
but gold and silver Coin a Tender in Payments of Debts; pass any Bill of 
Attainder, ex post facto Law, or Law impairing the Obligation of Contracts, or 
grant Title of Nobility. 
2. UTAH CONST, art. I, § 12 (rights of accused persons): 
In criminal prosecutions the accused shall have the right to appear and 
defend in person and by counsel, to demand the nature and cause of the 
accusation against him, to have a copy thereof, to testify in his own behalf, to be 
confronted by the witnesses against him, to have compulsory process to compel 
the attendance of witnesses in his own behalf, to have a speedy public trial by an 
impartial jury of the county or district in which the offense is alleged to have been 
committed, and the right to appeal in all cases. In no instance shall any accused 
2
 See UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-5-120 (Supp. 1998) ("The judgment after trial 
de novo may not be appealed unless the court rules on the constitutionality of a statute 
or ordinance."): see also Citv of Monticello v. Christensen, 769 P.2d 853, 855 (Utah Ct. 
App.1989) {Christensen I) (per curiam) (holding that Court of Appeals could not review 
trial de novo conviction of driving without license where defendant contended that city 
ordinance did not apply to him because he was a Wyoming resident) (an "oblique 
reference on appeal to constitutional rights or the invalidity of defendant's conviction 
cannot satisfy the statutory requirement.... A mere allegation of a violation of one's 
constitutional rights is insufficient to confer jurisdiction."). 
3
 See Kanab v. Guskev. 965 P.2d 1065, 1066 (Utah Ct. App. 1998) 
(dismissing for lack of jurisdiction an appeal from a trial de novo where defendant 
appealed district court's denial of motion to suppress) ("We therefore have no 
jurisdiction in this matter. Because '[w]hen a matter is outside the court's jurisdiciton 
[we] retainf] only the authority to dismiss the action,' we have no alternative but to 
dismiss this appeal for lack of jurisdiction.") (citation omitted). 
3 
person, before final judgment, be compelled to advance money or fees to secure 
the rights herein guaranteed. The accused shall not be compelled to give 
evidence against himself; a wife shall not be compelled to testify against her 
husband, nor a husband against his wife, nor shall any person be twice put in 
jeopardy for the same offense.... 
3. UTAH CONST, art. IV, § 10 (oath of office): 
All officers made elective or appointive by this Constitution or by the laws 
made in pursuance thereof, before entering upon the duties of their respective 
offices, shall take and subscribe the following oath or affirmation: "I do solemnly 
swear (or affirm) that I will support, obey and defend the Constitution of the 
United States and the Constitution of this State, and that I will discharge the 
duties of my office with fidelity.["] 
4. UTAH CONST, art. VIII, § 5 (jurisdiction of district court and other courts): 
The district court shall have original jurisdiction in all matters except as 
limited by this constitution or by statute, and power to issue all extraordinary 
writs. The district court shall have appellate jurisdiction as provided by statute. 
The jurisdiction of all other courts, both original and appellate, shall be provided 
by statute. Except for matters filed originally with the Supreme Court, there shall 
be in all cases an appeal of right from the court of original jurisdiction to a court 
with appellate jurisdiction over the cause. 
5. UTAH CODE ANN. § 53-3-202 (1998) (license required for drivers of motor 
vehicles): 
(1) A person may not drive a motor vehicle on a highway in this state unless 
the person is: 
(a) granted the privilege to operate a motor vehicle by being licensed 
as a driver by the division under this chapter; 
(5) A person who violates this section is guilty of a class C misdemeanor. 
6. UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-3-4 (Supp. 1998) (jurisdiction of appeals): 
(1) The district court has original jurisdiction in all matters civil and criminal, 
not excepted in the Utah Constitution and not prohibited by law. 
(5) The district court has appellate jurisdiction to adjudicate trials de novo of 
the judgments of the justice court and of the small claims department of 
the district court. 
(8) Notwithstanding Subsection (1), the district court has subject matter 
4 
jurisdiction in class B misdemeanors, class C misdemeanors, infractions, 
and violations of ordinances only if: 
(a) there is no justice court with territorial jurisdiction; 
(c) the offense occurred within the boundaries of the municipality in 
which the district courthouse is located and that municipality has 
not formed a justice court... 
7. UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-5-104 (Supp. 1998) (jurisdiction of justice courts): 
(1) Justice courts have jurisdiction over class B and C misdemeanors, 
violation of ordinances, and infractions committed within their territorial 
jurisdiction, except those offenses over which the juvenile court has 
exclusive jurisdiction.... 
8. UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-5-120 (Supp. 1998) (trial de novo in district court): 
Any person not satisfied with a judgment rendered in a justice court, 
whether rendered by default or after trial, is entitled to a trial de novo in the 
district court of the county as provided by law. The judgment after trial de novo 
may not be appealed unless the court rules on the constitutionality of a statute or 
ordinance. 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
I. Nature of the Case 
This is a traffic misdemeanor case originating out of the Justice Court of South 
Salt Lake. The Appellant filed an appeal from the justice court and received a jury trial 
de novo in the Third District Court, Murray Division. The Appellant now seeks review by 
either the Utah Court of Appeals or the Utah Supreme Court. However, neither the 
issues raised in the district court nor in this appeal challenge the validity or 
constitutionality of any statute or ordinance. Accordingly, this Court should dismiss for 
lack of jurisdiction or summary affirm the disposition of the jury trial de novo in the 
district court. 
5 
II. Course of the Proceedings and Disposition Below 4 
1. On October 2, 1996, the Appellant Sheldon D. Gortat was stopped by 
Officer Chris Salas, South Salt Lake Police Department, for improper registration, 
driving on a suspended license, and no proof of financial security. At the time the 
Defendant was issued a citation and signed "non assumpiit" on the promise to appear. 
See Addendum 1. 
2. The Appellant failed to appear after a summons sent and a warrant for the 
Defendant's arrest was issued on April 5, 1997. See id. 
3. On February 13, 1998, the Appellant was stopped by Officer Jason 
Richman, South Salt Lake Police Department, for faulty equipment, driving on 
suspension, and no proof of financial security. Officer Richman issued the Appellant a 
citation for the traffic violations, signed "non assumpiit" on the promise to appear, and 
arrested the Appellant for thirty (30) outstanding warrants from various courts. The 
Appellant remained in jail from February 13, 1998 to July 16, 1998—the time in jail was 
not due to the two citations in this matter. See Addendum 2-3. 
4. On March 6, 1998, via video court, the Appellant was arraigned on both 
South Salt Lake citations before the Honorable Richard L. Halliday of the Justice Court 
of South Salt Lake. At this time the Defendant refused to recognize either the judge or 
court's authority over him. See Addendum 1-2. 
5. On May 19, 1998, the Appellant was brought from jail for a bench trial in 
the Justice Court of South Salt Lake 5 for both the October 2, 1996 and February 13, 
4
 Appellant has failed to submit a transcript in this matter and relies solely 
upon the volume of pleadings. This Court ought to summarily affirm the disposition 
based upon the Appellant's failure to produce a transcript. See State v. Rawlinqs, 829 
P.2d 150, 153-54 (Utah Ct. App. 1992) (Court of Appeals held it could not address the 
issues raised on appeal and will presume the correctness of the disposition where the 
appellant failed to provide any record of habeas corpus proceedings on appeal). 
Appellee is therefore left to rely upon the court dockets to refer to the 
course of proceedings and disposition below. A copy of the court dockets is included in 
the addendum. 
5
 Contrary to Appellant's argument, the Justice Court of South Salt Lake 
was the proper court for original jurisdiction over this matter. See UTAH CONST, art. VIII, 
§5: 
The district court shall have original jurisdiction in all matters except as 
limited by this constitution or by statute, and power to issue all 
extraordinary writs. The district court shall have appellate jurisdiction as 
provided by statute. The jurisdiction of all other courts, both original and 
6 
1998 matters. Prior to the trial, the Appellant made a motion to dismiss for "lack of 
evidence of a committed crime." The Honorable Richard L. Halliday denied the motion 
and the Appellant was found guilty of all six counts. See id. 
6. Immediately after the trial, the Appellant filed a notice of appeal to the 
Third District Court. See id. 
7. On June 10, 1998, the Appellant requested the district court appoint a 
public defender, demanded a jury trial, and filed various motions on the right to travel, 
lack of contract, motion to dismiss, and the lack of gold or silver standard founding the 
monetary currency. See Addendum 4-5. 
8. On June 22, 1998, the district court appointed the Appellant a public 
defender and granted the jury trial. See id. 
9. On September 3, 1998, after hearings, the district court denied the 
Appellant's motions of June 10th (with the exception to the appointment of a public 
defender and jury trial previously mentioned). See id. 
10. On October 9, 1998, a jury trial de novo was held in the Third District 
Court of Salt Lake County, Murray Division, before the Honorable Joseph C Fratto and 
the Appellant was found guilty of driving on a suspended license and failure to provide 
proof of financial security and not guilty of faulty equipment in relation to the citation of 
February 13, 1998. The October 2, 1996 citation was dismissed for failure of the City to 
produce a witness for trial. See Addendum 5. 
11. On October 27, 1998, the Appellant filed a motion for new trial due to 
prosecutorial error. See id. 
12. On November 12, 1998, a hearing was held on the Appellant's motion for 
new trial and was denied by the district court. See id. 
13. On November 12, 1998, the Appellant filed a motion to appeal to the Utah 
appellate, shall be provided by statute. Except for matters filed originally 
with the Supreme Court, there shall be in all cases an appeal of right from 
the court of original jurisdiction to a court with appellate jurisdiction over 
the cause, 
i d (emphasis added); see also UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-3-4(1), (8) (Supp. 1998) (district 
courts only have original jurisdiction where no justice court exists within the territorial 
jurisdiction); i d at § 78-5-104(1) ("Justice courts have jurisdiction over class B and C 
misdemeanors, violation of ordinances, and infractions committed within their territorial 
jurisdiction, except those offenses over which the juvenile court has exclusive 
jurisdiction."). 
7 
Court of Appeals or the Utah Supreme Court. See Notice of Appeal. 
14. On December 8, 1998, this Court informed the Appellant that pursuant to 
Rule 11 (e)(1) the appellant needed to submit a transcript of the proceedings below. 
See Court of Appeals Letter dated December 8, 1998. 
15. On December 18, 1998, the Appellant filed an affidavit of impecuniosity 
before the district court for a transcript at public expense. See Addendum 5. 
16. On January 21, 1999, the issue was heard and the district court held that 
the Appellant voluntarily made himself unemployed, had taken the moral position of 
minimizing any use or control of the United States currency, and failed to provide any 
information as to the exact cost involved in producing a transcript. Accordingly, the 
court denied the Appellant a transcript at public expense. See Addendum 5-6. 
17. On March 22, 1999, the Appellant filed a brief to this Court seeking review 
of these matters. Appellant failed to supply a transcript to this Court on the matter. 
III. Statement of the Facts 
The above section entitled "Course of the Proceedings and Disposition Below" 
adequately reflect the facts relevant to this appeal. 
SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 
Neither the Utah Court of Appeals nor the Utah Supreme Court have jurisdiction 
to review a matter originating out of a justice court where the issue does not involve the 
narrow question of the constitutionality of a statute or ordinance. The appellant raises 
only vague constitutional issues related to the right to travel without a license, the use of 
the federal reserve note, and filings of oaths of office. None of these issues involve the 
constitutionality of a statute nor ordinance. The Appellant received a jury trial de novo 
in the district court and, consequently, has no further right to appeal. 
The ability to drive a motor vehicle upon the public roadways of the State of Utah 
8 
is a privilege, not an inalienable right. Accordingly, the State of Utah may and should 
impose the requirements—among others—that individuals obtain driver's 
license,register motor vehicles, and maintain operator security for those vehicles. 
Furthermore, such regulations do not violate either the United States or the Utah 
Constitutions. 
Congress has the ability to create any form of legal tender, including the federal 
reserve note, for all debts, public charges, taxes, and dues. Article I, Section 10, 
Clause 1 of the United States Constitution merely prohibits States from creating 
currency, not that it must deal exclusively in gold or silver coins. Hence, requiring the 
Appellant to use the federal reserve note to obtain a driver's license and pay court 
debts does not violate any constitutional provision. 
The failure to file an oath of office does not vitiate the authority of elective nor 
appointive officers who have properly taken and subscribed to the constitutional oaths. 
Even the failure to follow formalities in the taking or subscribing of the oath will not 
nullify the authority of the officer. Regardless, this issue (as well as the other issues 
raised by the Appellant) do not relate to the constitutionality of a statute nor ordinance. 
Hence, this Court should dismiss the case for lack of jurisdiction or summarily affirm the 
disposition of the jury trial de novo. 
9 
ARGUMENT 
I. NONE OF THE APPELLANTS ISSUES FOR APPEAL FROM THE 
JURY TRIAL DE NOVO FROM DISTRICT COURT RELATE TO THE 
VALIDITY OR CONSTITUTIONALITY OF ANY STATUTE OR 
ORDINANCE. 
The first question this Court must ask prior to reviewing the nature of the appeal 
is whether or not this Court has jurisdiction to hear the matter.6 Article I, Section 12 of 
the Utah Constitution provides, n[i]n criminal prosecutions the accused shall have the 
right... to appeal in all cases."7 Because justice courts are not of record, appeals from 
justice courts go to the district court for appellate review in a trial de novo forum.8 The 
Utah Court of Appeals, as a statutory court, has appellate jurisdiction only to the extent 
the Utah Legislature grants it.9 The Utah Legislature has concluded that once the 
Appellant had his opportunity to retry the issues in a trial de novo, the Appellant has no 
6
 "The initial inquiry of any court should always be to determine whether the 
requested action is within its jurisdiction. When a matter is outside the court's 
jurisdiction, it retains only the authority to dismiss the action." See Guskev, 965 P.2d at 
1066 (citations and quotations omitted). 
7
 UTAH CONST, art. I, § 12; see also id. at art. VIM, § 5 ("Except for matters 
filed originally with the Supreme Court, there shall be in all cases an appeal of right 
from the court of original jurisdiction to a court with appellate jurisdiction over the 
cause."). 
8
 See UTAH CODE ANN. § 78-5-120 (Supp. 1998) ("Any person not satisfied 
with a judgment rendered in a justice court, whether rendered by default or after trial, is 
entitled to a trial de novo in the district court of the county as provided by law."). 
9
 See UTAH CONST, art. VIII, § 5 ("The district court shall have appellate 
jurisdiction as provided by statute. The jurisdiction of all other courts, both original and 
appellate, shall be provided by statute") (emphasis added); see also Salt Lake City 
Corp. v. Leahy, 848 P.2d 179, 180 (Utah Ct. App. 1993) (holding that since circuit court 
did not hold city parking ordinance unconstitutional it was without jurisdiction to review 
the defendant's appeal from a trial de novo) ("However, because the court of appeals is 
a statutory court, the Legislature has the power to define our jurisdiction."). 
10 
further right to appeal to either the Utah Court of Appeals or the Utah Supreme 
Court—except in the limited cases where "the court rules on the constitutionality of a 
statute or ordinance."10 
On October 9, 1999, the Appellant exercised his constitutional right to appeal 
and received a jury trial de novo in the Third District Court. The Appellant then filed yet 
another appeal to this Court on November 12, 1998. This appeal, however, does not 
involve the validity nor constitutionality of a statute or ordinance. Essentially the 
Appellant appeals whether there is an unalienable right to travel upon the highway 
without being required to first obtain a license; whether the United States or the State of 
Utah can require its citizens to pay debts in anything but gold or silver coins; whether 
the authority of any elective or appointive officer is vitiated merely based upon the 
failure to file the oath of office (even if the officer has taken or subscribed to the oath); 
and a general assertion of due process and equal protection violation.11 None of the 
issues the Appellant asserts on appeal relate to the validity or constitutionality of any 
statute or ordinance. 
10
 U.C.A. at § 78-5-120: see also State v. Hinson. 966 P.2d 273, 276 (Utah 
Ct. App. 1998) (holding district court's dismissal of trial de novo based upon State's 
failure to provide discovery not reviewable by Court of Appeals) ("By enacting both 
section 78-5-120 ... the Utah Legislature and the Utah Supreme Court specifically and 
intentionally limited the issues that may be appealed from a district court's judgment."); 
City of Monticello v. Christensen. 788 P.2d 513, 518 (Utah 1990) (Christensen II) 
(holding Section 78-5-120 to comport with constitutional guaranty of appeal in criminal 
proceedings) ("This simply recognizes the well-settled principle that it is within the 
legislature's prerogative to define a court's appellate jurisdiction over decisions from any 
lower court so long as such jurisdiction is not expressly prohibited by the state 
constitution.") (citation omitted). 
11
 See Brief of the Appellant at 2-3. 
11 
In City of Monticello v. Christensen,12 this Court stated that an "oblique reference 
on appeal to constitutional rights or the invalidity of defendant's conviction cannot 
satisfy the statutory requirement.... A mere allegation of a violation of one's 
constitutional rights is insufficient to confer jurisdiction."13 What must be at question is 
the narrow constitutional issue of whether a statute or ordinance is valid, not just any 
constitutional issue.14 None of the Appellant's issues raised on appeal involve such a 
narrow constitutional issue. 
The Appellant now has received two impartial trials—one being a jury of the 
Appellant's peers—from two separate courts on his matters. Each court had the proper 
jurisdiction over the subject matter.15 The Appellant is not entitled to receive any 
additional review: "[Ojnce a justice court judgment is appealed to ... [district] court, 
article I, section 12 and article VIII, section 5 of the state constitution do not entitle a 
12
 769 P.2d 853 (Utah Ct. App.1989) (Christensen I) (per curiam) (holding 
that Court of Appeals could not review trial de novo conviction of driving without license 
where defendant contended that city ordinance did not apply to him because he was a 
Wyoming resident). 
13
 id, at 855. 
14
 "Our ability to review cases traveling to us from the justice of the peace 
courts through the district courts is limited. We cannot even reach all constitutional 
issues; our jurisdiction is limited to considerations of the validity and constitutionality of 
statutes" Wisden. 737 P.2d at 982 (per curiam) (holding ability to drive motor vehicle 
was not a fundamental right and motor vehicle code did not infringe upon constitutional 
right to travel) (citation omitted) (emphasis added); see also Hinson, 966 P.2d at 276 
(holding district court's dismissal of trial de novo based upon State's failure to provide 
discovery not reviewable by Court of Appeals) ("To hold that every new issue raised 
before the district court is reviewable would make the limiting language in Rule 
26(12)(a) and section 78-5-120 superfluous."). 
15
 See supra note 5, 8-9. 
12 
disgruntled party to plenary review on the record of the [district] court's judgment in the 
de novo proceeding."16 Accordingly, this court should dismiss this appeal for lack of 
jurisdiction for a case originating out of a justice court which does not involve the 
constitutionality of a statute nor ordinance. 
II. THE STATE HAS THE POWER AND DUTY TO REGULATE THE 
OPERATION OF MOTOR VEHICLES UPON THE HIGHWAYS AND 
SUCH REGULATION DOES NOT UNCONSTITUTIONALLY 
INTERFERES WITH THE APPELLANT'S RIGHT TO TRAVEL 
The Appellant does not have an inalienable right to travel upon the public 
roadway without obeying the motor vehicle code of the State of Utah. The ability to 
operate a motor vehicle upon the roadways of the State of Utah is a privilege, not an 
inalienable right.17 Accordingly, the State of Utah18 may and has imposed the 
requirement that individuals who operate a motor vehicle must first obtain the 
16
 State v. Matus. 789 P.2d 304, 305 (Utah Ct. App. 1990) (holding that 
district court's denial of defendants motions to amend the information and exclude 
breath test results did not involve the validity or constitutionality of an ordinance or 
statute) (citation omitted). 
17
 See Smith v. Mahonev. 590 P.2d 323, 324 (Utah 1979) (holding that 
Department of Motor Vehicle's "Order of Suspension" form provided sufficient notice of 
right to hearing to meet due process requirements) ("It should first be noted that having 
a license is a privilege, not a right, and holders of a license are presumed to know the 
law upon which the privilege is conditioned."). 
18
 "It is well-settled that the legislature has the power and duty to promote 
the public health, safety, and general welfare of all citizens. Pursuant to that duty, the 
legislature is empowered to make regulations regarding the operation of motor vehicles 
on the public roads and highways. Further, such regulations do not violate defendant's 
right to travel. We, therefore, reject defendant's claim that the statutes violate his 
constitutional rights." City of St. George v. Smith. 814 P.2d 1154, 1156 (Utah Ct. App. 
1991) (summarily affirming defendant's convictions of driving without a license and 
failure to furnish proof of financial responsibility) (per curiam) (citations omitted). 
13 
appropriate license from the Department of Motor Vehicles.19 There is no such 
constitutional right to travel the roadways without having a first obtain a driver's license, 
registering the motor vehicle, and maintain operator security on that vehicle (among 
other such requirements in the motor vehicle code): 
In order for our scheme of ordered liberties to succeed, we must all obey 
valid laws, even those with which we do not agree; a man cannot exempt 
himself from the operation of a law simply by declaring that he does not 
consent to have it apply to him. We also reject [the defendant's] claim 
that the motor vehicle code interferes unconstitutionally with his right to 
travel and invades his privacy interests. [The defendant's] assertion that 
the right to travel encompasses "the unrestrained use of the highway" is 
wrong. The right to travel granted by the state and federal constitutions 
does not include the ability to ignore laws governing the use of public 
roadways. The motor vehicle code was promulgated to increase the 
safety and efficiency of our public roads. It enhances rather than infringes 
upon the right to travel. The ability to drive a motor vehicle on a public 
roadway is not a fundamental right; it is a privilege that is granted upon 
the compliance with statutory licensing procedures and may be revoked.20 
On October 9, 1998, a district court jury of the Appellant's peers in a trial de novo 
proceeding found the Appellant guilty of driving a motor vehicle while his driver's license 
was suspended and driving a vehicle that had no current operator's security. The motor 
vehicle code does not violate the United States or Utah Constitutions.21 Accordingly, 
19
 See UTAH CODE ANN. § 53-3-202(1 )(a) (1998) ("A person may not drive a 
motor vehicle on a highway in this state unless the person is ... granted the privilege to 
operate a motor vehicle by being licensed as a driver by the division under this 
chapter."). 
20 Wisden, 737 P.2d at 984 (citation omitted). 
21
 See State v. Stevens. 718 P.2d 398, 399 (Utah 1986) (per curiam) 
(holding statutes requiring driver's license, prover vehicle registration and safety 
inspection to be constitutional and summarily affirming trial de novo disposition): 
We have often stated, and reaffirm here, that our legislature has the 
power and duty to promote the public health, safety, and general welfare 
14 
this Court should summarily affirm the disposition of the district court jury trial de novo 
on the basis that the appeal presents no substantial questions for review. 
III. THE REQUIREMENT TO USE THE FEDERAL RESERVE NOTE FOR 
PAYMENTS OF ALL DEBTS, PUBLIC CHARGES, TAXES, AND DUES 
IS CONSTITUTIONAL 
The use of the federal reserve note as legal tender for all debts, public charges, 
taxes, and dues in the United States does not violate United States Constitution. Article 
I, Section 10 of the United States Constitution states that "[n]o state shall... make any 
thing but gold and silver coin a tender in payment of debts ..."22 Since 1976, the federal 
reserve note was no longer connected to the gold or silver standard through the Bretton 
Woods Agreement Act.23 The Appellant contends that requiring him to use such "false 
notes" to obtain a driver's license or pay court debts violates the United States 
Constitution.24 This, however, is contrary to the plain meaning of the constitutional 
provision: 
The plaintiffs construe this language to mean that a federal reserve 
note cannot constitutionally be used as legal tender. They wander far 
from the plain meaning of the provision. It is hardly surprising that there is 
of all citizens. In furtherance of that power and duty, conditions and 
regulations for the operation of motor vehicles on our public roads and 
highways are a proper subject for legislative action. The statutes which 
defendant violated do not unconstitutionally deprive him of any claimed 
'right of locomotion,' due process, or equal protection of the laws. 
Id. (citation omitted). 
22
 U.S.CONST, art. I, § 10, cl. 1. 
23
 Act of Oct. 19, 1976, Pub.L. No. 94-564, § 6, 90 Stat. 2660, 2661. 
24
 See Brief of Appellant at 3, 10-11. 
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no judicial support for the plaintiffs' position. ... 
Article 1, section 10, clause 1 applies only to the states: It "is 
intended to prevent states from creating new forms of legal tender not 
recognized or authorized by the federal government." The clause is not a 
directive to the states to deal only in gold or silver coin; rather, it is simply 
a restriction on states establishing any legal tender other than gold or 
silver coins. 
More important, section 10 does not apply to the federal 
government. Indeed, Congress has broad and exclusive power under 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution to coin money and regulate the 
value thereof. Juilliard v. Greenman, held that Congress has the 
constitutional power to make the treasury notes of the United States the 
legal tender of the nation. Pursuant to this constitutional authority, 
Congress enacted 31 U.S.C. § 5103, which provides, "United States coins 
and currency (including Federal reserve notes ...) are legal tender for all 
debts, public charges, taxes, and dues."25 
Hence, the requirement by the State of Utah, or any of its subdivisions or agencies, that 
the Appellant use the federal reserve note to obtain a driver's license and to pay all 
debts, public charges, taxes, or dues does not violate Article I, Section 10 of the United 
States Constitution. Accordingly, this Court should summarily affirm the disposition of 
the district court jury trial de novo on the basis that the appeal presents no substantial 
questions for review. 
IV. THE MERE FAILURE TO FILE OATH OF OFFICE DOES NOT VITIATE 
THE AUTHORITY OF OFFICERS WHO HAVE TAKEN AND 
SUBSCRIBED TO THE APPROPRIATE OATHS. 
The failure to merely file an oath of office for elective or appointive officers does 
not negate the authority of such officers, so long as they in fact have taken and 
subscribed to the oaths. Article IV, Section 10 of the Utah Constitution states that: 
25
 Baird v. County Assessors of Salt Lake and Utah Counties. 779 P.2d 676, 
679-80 (Utah 1989) (holding that the federal reserve notes were the appropriate legal 
tender for assessment and payment of property taxes) (citations omitted). 
16 
All officers made elective or appointive ... before entering upon the duties 
of their respective offices, shall take and subscribe the following oath or 
affirmation: "I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will support, obey and 
defend the Constitution of the United States and the Constitution of this 
State, and that I will discharge the duties of my office with fidelity.f"]26 
Appellant contends that the mere failure to file the oaths of office in 1974 nullified the 
officer's authority of the legislature to make laws related to the use of a motor vehicle 
and of the courts to enforce such laws.27 
In support of this contention, theAppellant inappropriately cites Parker v. 
Overman.28 In Parker, the United States Supreme Court held that the federal courts 
have jurisdiction to hear a case involving an Arkansas' statute defining the process for 
quieting title to land where one of the parties lived outside that state.29 Part of the 
Arkansas statute prescribed certain specified times for filing the assessor's oath with 
the county clerk, failure of strictly complying invalidated the assessment.30 The court 
made the factual finding that the Sheriff had failed to comply with the statute's filing 
requirement and hence the assessment was vitiated.31 Contrary to the Appellant's 
assertions, the Court did not make a broad ruling that there was a constitutional 
requirement that all oaths of office must be filed within a prescribed period of time or 
else the office was vitiated. 
26
 UTAH CONST, art IV, §10. 
27
 See Brief of Appellant at 1, 3, 10-11. 
28
 59 U.S. (18 How.) 137, 59 S. Ct. 137, 15 LEd. 318 (1855). 
29
 See id. at 141-42. 
30
 See id. at 142. 
31
 See id. at 142-43. 
17 
To the contrary, the Utah Constitution merely requires that elective and 
appointive officials "take and subscribe" to the appropriate oath of office, not the "filing" 
of the oath. Even the failure to follow formalities in the taking or subscribing of the oath 
will not nullify the authority of the officer.32 The Appellant never presented any evidence 
either in the district court trial de novo or in this appeal that any state legislator or 
judicial officer failed to "take" an oath of office. Mere failure to "file" an oath of office (if 
any actually occurred) does not vitiate the authority of elective or appointive officers to 
make and enforce the laws of this State. Accordingly, this Court should summarily 
affirm the disposition of the district court jury trial de novo on the basis that the appeal 
presents no substantial questions for review. 
CONCLUSION 
This Court lacks jurisdiction to review this case because it originated in the 
justice court and the Appellant has received his constitutional right to appeal in a district 
court jury trial de novo. None of the issues raised in this appeal relate to the narrow 
constitutional question of the validity or constitutionality of a statute or ordinance. 
The Appellant does not have an inalienable right to travel the public roadways 
without first obtaining a driver's license, registering the motor vehicle, and operator 
security. The federal reserve note is lawful tender for the payment of all debts, public 
charges, taxes, and dues. The mere failure to file oaths of office, rather than taking or 
32
 See State v. Mathews. 375 P.2d 392, 393-94 (Utah 1962) (holding that 
deputy county recorder took oath merely by performance of various acts, without "'some 
formal ritual, with the raising of his right hand"). 
18 
subscribing to the oath, does not vitiate the authority of elective or appointive officers to 
make and enforce laws. Accordingly, this Court should dismiss this appeal for lack of 
jurisdiction or summarily affirm the disposition of the district court jury trial de novo on 
the basis that the appeal presents no substantial questions for review. 
Pursuant to Rule 29 of the Appellate Rules of Procedure, the Appellee request 
oral argument. Furthermore, pursuant to Rule 33 of the same abovementioned rules, 
the Appellee request reasonable attorneys' fees for the filing of this frivolous appeal. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this the j ^ d a y of April, 1999. 
^H. eraiq Mall 
tetthew BUmnze 
Attorneys^for Plaintiff/Appellee 
City of South Salt Lake 
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ADDENDUM 1 
IN THE JUSTICE COURT OF SOUTH SALT LAKE 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, STATE OF UTAH 
—000O000— 
STATE OF UTAH 
CITY OF SOUTH SALT LAKE, 
Plaintiff 
v. 
SHELDON D. GORTAT 
Defendant 
: JUDGE RICHARD L. HALLIDAY 
—000O000— 
State of Utah ) 
County of Salt Lake) 
Be it remembered that on May 19,1998 Information in writing on oath of Kevin Olsen was 
filed in this court alledging that on October 2,1998 in the City of South Salt Lake, Salt Lake County, 
State of Utah, that SHELDON D. GORTAT did unlawfully commit the crime of DRIVING ON 
SUSPENSION, IMPROPER REGISTRATION AND NO PROOF OF INSURANCE. 
The following is true and correct transcript of the Docket of the above-entitled action prepared by 
the clerk of this court. 
TRANSCRIPT OF DOCKET 
Case No. 96-08455 
10-02-96 Citation issued. 
04-05-97 Warrant of Arrest issued. 
03-06-98 Appeared Video Court. Defendant refused to recognize Court or Authority. 
Court entered Not Guilty Plea. Trial set 5-19-98 at 11:30 a.m. 
05-19-98 Information Filed. 
05-19-98 Brought from Jail for Trial. Motion to dismiss presented. Denied. Trial held 
Testimony heard. Found Guilty on all counts. 
05-19-98 DRIVING ON SUSPENSION SENTENCE: 
$500.00 or 30 days in jail. 
IMPROPER REGISTRATION SENTENCE: 
$100.00 fine. 
NO PROOF OF INSURANCE SENTENCE: 
$500.00 or 30 days in jail. 
FAILURE TO APPEAR: 
$500.00 or 30 days in jail. 
Committed to Jail for $1600.00 or 90 days in Jail. 
05-19-98 Notice of Appeal filed. 
DATED this 26th day of May 1998 
ADDENDUM 2 
IN THE JUSTICE COURT OF SOUTH SALT LAKE 
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, STATE OF UTAH 
—000O000— 
STATE OF UTAH 
CITY OF SOUTH SALT LAKE, 
Plaintiff 
v. 
SHELDON D. GORTAT 
Defendant 
: JUDGE RICHARD L. HALLIDAY 
—000O000— 
State of Utah ) 
County of Salt Lake) 
Be it remembered that on May 19,1998 Information in writing on oath of Kevin Olsen was 
filed in this court alledging that on February 13, 1998 in the City of South Salt Lake, Salt Lake 
County, State of Utah, that SHELDON D. GORTAT did unlawfully commit the crime of 
DRIVING ON SUSPENSION, NO INSURANCE, AND FAULTY EQUIPMENT. The 
following is true and correct transcript of the Docket of the above-entitled action prepared by the 
clerk of this court. 
02-13-98 Citation issued. 
03-06-98 Appeared via Video Court. Defendant refused to recognize Court or Authority. 
TRANSCRIPT OF DOCKET 
Case No. 98-01561 
Court entered Not Guilty Plea. Trial set 5-19-98 at 11:30 a.m. 
05-19-98 Information Filed. 
05-19-98 Brought from Jail for Trial. Motion to dismiss presented. Denied. Trial held 
Testimony heard. Found Guilty on all counts. 
05-19-98 DRIVING ON SUSPENSION SENTENCE: 
$1000.00 or 90 days in jail. 
NO INSURANCE SENTENCE: 
$1000.00 or 90 days in jail. 
FAULTY EQUIPMENT SENTENCE: 
$90.00 fine. 
Committed to Jail for $2050.00 or 180 days in jail. 
05-19-98 Notice of Appeal filed 
DATED this 26th day of May 1998 
ADDENDUM 3 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3C JEMS 
INQUIRY BOOKING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 RACE: W 
BOOKINGS: 9803905 BOOK DATE: 021498 TIME: 0100 ARREST DATE: 021398 TIME: 1 
ENTRY DATE: 021398 TIME: 1545 ARR LOC: 3075S 500E CASE#: 98004 
ARR OFF ID#: L067 NAME: RICHMAN, J AG: SS VEH IMP: 
BOOKING OFFICER: DUMONT SEARCH OFF ID: H48J SHIFT SUPERVISOR: P02 
RECORD CHK: H48J NCIC: NEG CO: NEG CITY: DWN STATE: HIT OTN#: 1024421 
P/M: 3 CARDS OTHER AGENCY: 
CASH REC: 1.35 ITEMS IN EVID: AG: 
DEFN COND: INTOX: 1 SICK: N INJ: N MED: N SEE MED SCREENING REPORT FOR DET 
REF TO MED DEPT: N REF TO SLMH DEPT: N SCREENER: 
RELEASE INFORMATION 
DATE: 071698 TIME: 2115 CASH: 1.35 REL BY: H17Q APP BY: C19Q 
RELEASE REASONS: TIME SERVED ORDER RELEASED 
RELEASE REASONS: 
PRE-RELEASE WARRANTS CHECK: D85Q 
PRESS ENTER TO SEE CHARGES 
PRESS PF-2 TO SEE ATTORNEY CASE SUMMARY 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:03:08 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 01 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: BW CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: DOS CLS C 
PR OTN: 00000001 DOC#: 975008612 BAIL: 15,000.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: BARRETT DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 03 0298 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 02 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: BW CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: LIC SUSP/REV 
PR OTN: 00000001 DOC#: 970114336 BAIL: 865.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: WEIDAUER DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 041698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 03 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: BW CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: EXP REG 
PR OTN: 00000001 DOC#: 970114336 BAIL: SEE WA 970114336 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: WEIDAUER DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 041698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:03:32 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 04 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: BW CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: NO INS 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 970114336 BAIL: SEE WA 970114336 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: WEIDAUER DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 041698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 05 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: BW CHG CODE: OJ53 DESC: FTA 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 970114336 BAIL: SEE WA 970114336 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: WEIDAUER DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 041698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 06 COUNTS: 03 F/M: M TYPE: WA CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: NO DL/ EXP REG/ 
NS 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 970113966 BAIL: 500.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: WEIDAUER DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 041698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:03:38 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
SO#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 9803 90 
SEQ#: 07 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: WA CHG CODE: OJ53 DESC: FTA 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 970113966 BAIL: SEE # 970113966 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: WEIDAUER DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 041698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 08 COUNTS: 03 F/M: M TYPE: WA CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: NO DL/NO REGIS/ 
S 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 96-08455 BAIL: 770.00 CASH ONLY $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: THOMPSON DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 051998 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 0 9 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-5357 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 050598 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:03:42 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
SO#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 10 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-5356 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 043 098 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 11 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-5355 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 042598 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 12 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-5354 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 042098 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:02 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 13 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-5353 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 041598 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 14 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-5352 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 041098 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 15 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 96-2154 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 051998 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:05 AM 
Page : 1 Document Name : 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 16 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-4739 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 032698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 17 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-4740 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 033198 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 18 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-4741 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 040598 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:08 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
SO#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 19 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-4673 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 031198 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 20 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-4674 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 031698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 21 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 95-4675 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 032198 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:11 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 22 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 96-6391 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 051098 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 23 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 96-6392 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 051598 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 24 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: VEH IN YARD 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 96-6393 BAIL: 5 DAYS/100.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 051998 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:13 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
SO#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 25 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: DOS/REG/INS/FTA 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 970114336 BAIL: 450 DAYS CONSEC $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: SAWAYA DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 071698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 26 COUNTS: 03 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: NO DL/ EXP REG/ 
NS 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 970113966 BAIL: 450 DAYS CONSEC $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: SAWAYA DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 071698 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 27 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: DOS/NO INSURANC 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 98-8455 BAIL: 90 DAYS OR 1,600.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 060898 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:15 AM 
Page: 1 Document Name: 
JE3D JEMS INQUIRY CHARGE LISTING 
S0#: 0085952 NAME: GORTAT, SHELDON PETER DOB: 091844 BOOK#: 980390 
SEQ#: 28 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: TR51 DESC: DOS/NO INSURANC 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 98-1561 BAIL: 180 DAYS OR 2,050.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: HALLIDAY DISP: Y ACTN: ORL DATE: 060898 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 29 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: WA CHG CODE: OJ53 DESC: FTA 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 910902747 BAIL: 33,457.00 $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: BOHLING DISP: Y ACTN: SCM DATE: 062498 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
SEQ#: 3 0 COUNTS: 01 F/M: M TYPE: CM CHG CODE: OJ53 DESC: FTA 
PR OTN: 10244218 DOC#: 910902747 BAIL: 30 DAYS CTS $ 00 /D 
JUDGE: BOHLING DISP: Y ACTN: TMS DATE: 0624 98 BND/RCPT: 
PAYMENT: 
NO MORE CHARGES 
PF3: MAIN MENU PF4: PREVIOUS MENU PF7: BACK PF8: FORWARD PF12: PAYEE 
Date: 4/7/1999 Time: 09:04:18 AM 
ADDENDUM 4 
04/16/99 FRI 16:51 FAI 801 281 7736 MURRAY DIST COURT 121007 
THIRD DISTRICT COURT MURRAY 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY vs. SHELDON GORTAT 
CASE NUMBER 985203047 Traffic Court Case 
CHARGES 
Charge 1 - DRIVE ON SUSPENDED LICENSE - Class C Misdemeanor 
Disposition: October 09, 1998 Dismissed 
Charge 2 - DRIVE W/OUT REGISTRATION OR W/ EXPIRED R - Class C 
Misdemeanor 
Disposition: October 09, 1998 Dismissed 
Charge 3 - OPERATING VEHICLE WITHOUT INSURANCE - Class B 
Misdemeanor 
Disposition: October 09, 1998 Dismissed 
CURRENT ASSIGNED JUDGE 
JOSEPH C PRATTO 
PARTIES 
Plaintiff - SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY 
Defendant - SHELDON GORTAT 
22 0 EAST WENTWORTH 
SLC, UT 84115 
DEFENDANT INFORMATION 
Defendant Name: SHELDON GORTAT 
Offense tracking number: 
Date of Birth: September 18, 1944 
Social Security Number.-
Driver License Number: 418042 0 
Driver License State: UT 
Law Enforcement Agency: SO SALT LAKE POLICE 
Prosecuting Agency: SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY 
Agency Case Number: 975-8612 
Citation Number: F8745291 
Violation Date: October 02, 1996 
ACCOUNT SUMMARY 
CASE NOTE 
DEFT IN OXBOW 
PROCEEDINGS 
05-29-98 Filed: Citation 
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CASE NUMBER 985203047 Traffic Court Case 
0 5 - 2 9 -
0 5 - 2 9 -
0 6 - 0 8 -
0 6 - 0 8 -
0 6 - 0 8 -
0 6 - 0 8 -
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0 6 - 0 8 -
0 6 - 0 8 -
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0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
0 6 - 2 2 -
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0 6 - 2 2 -
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0 7 - 1 5 -
0 7 - 1 5 
0 7 - 1 5 
0 7 - 1 5 
0 7 - 1 5 
0 7 - 1 5 
0 7 - 1 5 
0 9 - 0 3 
0 9 - 0 3 
98 Judge FRATTO assigned. 
98 FILED APPEAL TRANSFERRED FROM SOUTH SALT LAKEJUSTICE COURT 
98 HEARING scheduled on June 08, 1998 at 08:52 AM in Room 101 with 
Judge FRATTO. 
98 Hearing: JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
TAPE: 98-349 COUNT: 0001 
Deft Present 
ATD: None Present PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN 
98 
98 
98 
98 
98 
98 
98 
98 
-98 
•98 
•98 
•98 
convert 
melanie 
convert 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
PTC scheduled for 06/22/98 at 0 93 0 A in room 2 with JCFbonniel 
98 COURT ENTERS NOT GUILTY PLEAS FOR THE DEFT AND SETS FOR PRE- bonniel 
98 TRIAL. ISSUE RELEASE. bonniel 
98 Pretrial Conference scheduled on June 22, 1998 at 08:52 AM in 
Room 102 with Judge FRATTO. 
98 Hearing (PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE): JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
TAPE: 98-375 COUNT: 2670 
Deft Present 
ATD: None Present PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN 
PTC scheduled for 07/15/98 at 0130 P in room 2 with JCFbonniel 
bonniel 
98 
98 
98 
98 
98 
98 DEFT APPOINTED THOMAS RASMUS SEN AS COUNSEL 
98 Hearing (PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE): JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
TAPE: 98-375 COUNT: 2670 
Deft Present 
ATD: None Present PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN 
robinr 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
CUSTODY: County Sheriff 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
in room 2 with JCFbonniel 
bonniel 
PTC scheduled for 07/15/98 at 0130 P 
98 DEFT APPOINTED THOMAS RASMUSSEN AS COUNSEL. 
98 FILED: MOTION, BRIEF AND DEMAND TO DISMISS FOR DENIAL OF 
98 UNALIENABLE RIGHT TO TRAVEL, MOTIN TO DISMISS FOR LACK OF 
98 PROMISE TO APPEAR, LACK OF CONTRACT, NOTICE AND MOTION TO 
98 DISMISS FOR REFUSAL FOR FRAUD, MOTION TO APPOINT LEGAL COUNSEL 
98 WHO USES ONLY GOLD AND SILVER COIN, DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
98 Pretrial Conference scheduled on July 15, 1998 at 01:33 PM in 
Room 102 with Judge FRATTO. 
98 HEARING scheduled on September 03 
with Judge FRATTO. 
98 Hearing (PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE): 
TAPE: 98-426 COUNT: 3410 
Deft Present 
ATD: GUBLER, DOUG 
1998 at 01:30 PM in Room 102 
JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
robinr 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
HRG scheduled for 09/03/98 at 0130 P in room 2 with JCFbonniel 
-98 DEFENSE COUNSEL MOTIONS TO WITHDRAW AS COUNSEL SOUTH SALT LAKE bonniel 
-98 CITY PROSECUTOR RESPONDS. **TAPE CHANGE 98-428** COURT DENIES bonniel 
-98 MOTION TO WITHDRAW- ALL PRE-TRIALS MOTIONS, AMENDED MOTIONS & bonniel 
SUPPORTING MEMORANDA TO BE FILED BY 8-10-98. CITY TO RESPOND BY bonniel 
8-31-98. SET FOR MOTION HEARINGS. bonniel 
98 JURY TRIAL scheduled on October 09, 1998 at 08:30 AM in Room 102 
with Judge FRATTO. bonniel 
-98 Minute Entry - Minutes for HEARING bonniel 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN 
*98 
•98 
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CASE NUMBER 9 8 5 2 0 3 0 4 7 T r a f f i c C o u r t C a s e 
PRESENT 
Clerk: bonniel 
Prosecutor: JOHN ANDERSON 
Defendant 
Defendant's Attorney(s): DOUG GUBLER 
Audio 
Tape Number: 98-525 Tape Count: 0010 
HEARING 
TIME: 2:40 PM Case called. Parties discuss motions. 
COUNT: 1144 
Case recalled. Defendant and counsel argue motions. Court denies 
motion to dismiss for lack of promise to appear, lack of contract, 
motion to dismiss for refusal for fraud, motion to dismiss for 
denial of unalienable right to travel. 
10-03-98 Minute Entry - Minutes for Jury Trial bonniel 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PRESENT 
Clerk: bonniel 
Prosecutor: JOHN ANDERSON 
DOUG GUBLER 
Defendant 
Audio 
Tape Number: 98-612 Tape Count: 900 
TRIAL 
TIME: 8:40 COUNT: 1140 
Voir Dire of the jury. 
COUNT: 354 9 
Swearing of impaneled jury. Amber Cain, Mileta Williams, Gayla 
Lamb and Kristine Hopes. 
TAPE: 98-613 **Tape change ** 
COUNT: 740 
Deft motions to dismiss for violating defts right to 12 man jury. 
Court denies motion, 
COUNT: 740 
Pltf motions to proceed on 9852003049 
COUNT: 879 
Deft motions to continue. Court denies motion. 
COUNT: 963 
Pltf not prepared to proceed on this case. Case dismissed. Jury 
Trial to proceed on 985203049 
Printed: 04/16/99 16:42:24 Page 3 (last) 
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THIRD DISTRICT COURT MURRAY 
SALT LAKE COUNTY, STATE OF UTAH 
SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY vs. SHELDON GORTAT 
CASE NUMBER 985203049 Traffic Court Case 
CHARGES 
Charge 1 - DRIVE ON SUSPENDED LICENSE - Class C Misdemeanor 
Plea: October 09, 1998 Guilty 
Disposition: October 09, 1998 Guilty 
Charge 2 - OPERATING VEHICLE WITHOUT INSURANCE - Class B 
Misdemeanor 
Plea: October 09, 1998 Guilty 
Disposition: October 09, 1998 Guilty 
Charge 3 - VEHICLE IN UNSAFE CONDITION - Class C Misdemeanor 
Plea: October 09, 1998 Not Guilty-Insanity 
Disposition: October 09, 1998 Dismissed 
CURRENT ASSIGNED JUDGE 
JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PARTIES 
Plaintiff - SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY 
Defendant - SHELDON GORTAT 
220 E WENTWORTH 
SLC, UT 84115 
DEFENDANT INFORMATION 
Defendant Name: SHELDON GORTAT 
Offense tracking number: 
Date of Birth: September 18, 1944 
Social Security Number: 
Driver License Number: 4180420 
Driver License State: UT 
Law Enforcement Agency: SO SALT LAKE POLICE 
Prosecuting Agency: SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY 
Agency Case Number: 9804553 
Citation Number: F8640674 
Violation Date: February 13 
ACCOUNT SUMMARY 
TOTAL REVENUE Amount Due: 
Amount Paid: 
Credit: 
Balance: 
1998 
800.00 
0,00 
227.50 
572.50 
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CASE NUMBER 985203049 Traffic Court Case 
REVENUE DETAIL - TYPE; FINE 
Amount Due: 800.00 
Amount Paid: 0.00 
Amount Credit: 227.50 
Balance; 572.50 
CASE NOTE 
PROCEEDINGS 
05-29-98 Filed: Citation 
05-29-98 Judge FRATTO assigned. convert 
05-29-98 FILED APPEAL TRANSFERRED FROM SOUTH SALT LAKE JUSTICE COURT melanie 
06-08-98 Hearing: JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO bonniel 
06-08-98 TAPE: 98-348 COUNT: 2800 bonniel 
06-08-98 Deft Present bonniel 
06-08-98 ATD: None Present PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN bonniel 
06-08-98 PTC scheduled for 06/22/98 at 0930 A in room 2 with JCFbonniel 
06-08-98 COURT ENTERS NOT GUILTY PLEAS FOR THE DEFT AND SETS FOR PRE- bonniel 
06-08-98 TRIAL. ISSUE RELEASE. bonniel 
06-19-98 Pretrial Conference scheduled on June 22, 1998 at 08:52 AM in 
Room 102 with Judge FRATTO. robinr 
06-22-98 FILED: MOTION TO DISMISS FOR LACK OF PROMISE TO APPEAR, LACK OF bonniel 
06-22-98 CONTRACT, NOTICE AND MOTION TO DISMISS FOR REFUSAL FOR FRAUD, bonniel 
06-22-98 MOTION TO APPOINT LEGAL COUNSEL WHO USES ONLY GOLD AND SILVER bonniel 
06-22-98 COIN, DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL, MOTION, BRIEF AND DEMAND TO DISMISSbonniel 
06-22-98 FOR DENIAL OF UNALIENABLE RIGHT TO TRAVEL, bonniel 
06-22-98 Hearing: JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO robinr 
06-22-98 TAPE: 98-375 COUNT: 2670 robinr 
06-22-98 Deft Present robinr 
06-22-98 ATD: None Present PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN robinr 
06-22-98 PTC scheduled for 07/15/98 at 0130 P in room 2 with JCFrobinr 
06-22-98 CUSTODY: County Sheriff robinr 
07-15-98 Pretrial Conference scheduled on July 15, 1998 at 01:33 PM in 
Room 102 with Judge FRATTO. robinr 
07-15-98 HEARING scheduled on September 03, 1998 at 01:30 PM in Room 102 
with Judge FRATTO. bonniel 
07-15-98 Hearing (PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE): JUDGE: JOSEPH C FRATTO bonniel 
07-15-98 TAPE: 98-426 COUNT: 3410 bonniel 
07-15-98 Deft Present bonniel 
07-15-98 ATD: GUBLER, DOUG PRO: OLSEN, KEVIN bonniel 
07-15-98 HRG scheduled for 09/03/98 at 0130 P in room 2 with JCFbonniel 
07-15-98 DEFENSE COUNSEL MOTIONS TO WITHDRAW AS COUNSEL. SOUTH SALT LAKEbonniel 
07-15-98 CITY PROSECUTOR RESPONDS. **TAPE CHANGE 98-428** COURT DENIES bonniel 
07-15-98 MOTION TO WITHDRAW. ALL PRE-TRIAL MOTIONS, AMENDED MOTIONS & bonniel 
07-15-98 SUPPORTING MEMORANDA TO BE FILED BY 8-10-98. CITY TO RESPOND bonniel 
07-15-98 BY 8-31-98- SET FOR MOTION HEARINGS. bonniel 
Printed: 04/16/99 16:41:51 Page 2 
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CASE NUMBER 985203049 Traffic Court Case 
09-03-98 Minute Entry - Minutes for HEARING bonmel 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PRESENT 
Clerk: bonniel 
Prosecutor: JOHN ANDERSON 
Defendant 
Defendant's Attorney(s): DOUG GUBLER 
Audio 
Tape Number: 98-52 5 Tape Count: 0 010 
HEARING 
TIME*. 2:40 PM Case called. Parties discuss motions. 
COUNT: 1144 
Case recalled. Defendant and counsel argue motions. Court denies 
motion to dismiss for lack of promise to appear, lack of contract, 
motion to dismiss for refusal for fraud, motion to dismiss for 
denial of unalienable right to travel. 
09-03-98 JURY TRIAL scheduled on October 09, 1998 at 08:30 AM in Room 102 
with Judge FRATTO. bonniel 
10-09-98 Minute Entry - Minutes for Jury Trial 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
10-09-98 SENTENCING scheduled on October 15, 1998 at 01:30 PM in Room 102 
with Judge FRATTO. bonniel 
10-15-98 ATD Doug Gubler motions to withdraw as counsel. Court grants 
motion. bonniel 
10-15-98 Fine Account created Total Due: 800.00 
10-15-98 Tracking started for Fine. Review date Jun 16, 1999. bonniel 
10-15-98 Tracking started for Probation. Review date Oct 15, 1999, bonniel 
10-15-98 Minute Entry - Minutes for Sentence, Judgment, Commitme bonniel 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PRESENT 
Clerk: bonniel 
Prosecutor: JOHN ANDERSON 
Defendant 
Defendant's Attorney(s): DOUG GUBLER 
Audio 
Tape Number: 98-631 Tape Count: 640 
SENTENCE JAIL 
Based on the defendant's conviction of DRIVE ON SUSPENDED LICENSE a 
Class C Misdemeanor, the defendant is sentenced to a term of 90 
day(s) The total time suspended for this charge is 90 day(s). 
Based on the defendant's conviction of OPERATING VEHICLE WITHOUT 
INSURANCE a Class B Misdemeanor, the defendant is sentenced to a 
term of 90 day(s) The total time suspended for this charge is 90 
Printed: 04/16/99 16:41:53 Page 3 
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CASE NUMBER 985203049 Traffic Court Case 
day(s). 
SENTENCE FINE 
Charge # 1 
Charge # 2 
Fine: $925.00 
Suspended: $625.00 
Surcharge; $75.96 
Due: $300.00 
Fine: $1000,00 
Suspended: $500.00 
Surcharge: $127.81 
Due: $500.00 
Total Fine: $1925.00 
Total Suspended: $1125.00 
Total Surcharge: $2 03.77 
Total Amount Due: $800.00 
ORDER OF PROBATION 
The defendant is placed on probation for 12 month(s). 
Probation is to be supervised by Murray District Court. 
Defendant to serve 0 day(s) jail. 
Defendant is to pay a fine of $800.00 which includes the surcharge 
Pay fine on or before June 16, 1999. 
Pay fine to The Court. 
PROBATION CONDITIONS 
No Violations of the Law 
Defendant may work off fine through Community Service at the rate 
of $7.00 per hour. 
No driving without license and insurance. Credit of 2 0 days 3ail 
already served 
SENTENCE PROBATION PAYMENT NOTE 
Pay or work $100.00 per month beginning 11-16-98. 
10-27-98 Added to payment schedule 59057 
10-29-98 Notice - NOTICE for Case 985203049 ID 545435 
MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL is scheduled. 
Date: 11/12/1998 
Time: 01:30 p.m. 
Location: Room 102 
MURRAY CIRCUIT COURT 
5022 SOUTH STATE STREET 
MURRAY, UT S4107 
before Judge JOSEPH C FRATTO 
karac 
robinr 
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CASE NUMBER 985203049 Traffic Court Case 
10-29-98 MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL scheduled on November 12, 1998 at 01:30 PM 
in Room 102 with Judge FRATTO. robinr 
11-12-98 Minute Entry - Minutes for INCOURT NOTE bonniel 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PRESENT 
Clerk: bonniel 
Prosecutor: MATT JANTZEN 
Defendant 
Audio 
Tape Number: 98-668 Tape Count: 3282 
Deft motions for new trial. (3607) Pltf responds. (3775) Deft 
responds. **TAPE CHANGE 98-669** Court denies motion for new 
trial. 
11-16-98 FILED: APPEAL robinr 
11-17-98 FILED: PLAINTIFF'S RESPONSE TO DEFT'S MOTION FOR A NEW TRIAL robinr 
11-18-98 **COLLECTION LETTER.1 MAILED 11/18 (DUE 11/28)** karac 
11-30-98 Filed: Proof of 19 hours of C/S (done on 11-25,11-26,11-27) robinr 
12-02-98 Notice - NOTICE for Case 985203049 ID 557176 robinr 
HRG ON AFF. OF IMPECUNIOSITY is scheduled. 
Date: 01/21/1999 
Time: 01:30 p.m. 
Location: Room 102 
MURRAY CIRCUIT COURT 
5022 SOUTH STATE STREET 
MURRAY, UT 84107 
before Judge JOSEPH C FRATTO 
12-02-98 HRG ON AFF. OF IMPECUNIOSITY scheduled on January 21, 19 99 at 
01:30 PM in Room 102 with Judge FRATTO. robinr 
12-09-98 FILED: PLF» S OBJECTION TO DEFT'S REQUEST FOR TRANSCIPT AT 
PUBLIC EXPENSE robinr 
12-18-98 **COLLECTION LETTER.1 MAILED 12/18 (DUE 12/28)** karac 
12-30-98 Filed: Proof of another 18 hours with Fellowship Hall, total of 
37 hollyk 
01-21-99 **COLLECTION LETTER.1 MAILED 1/21 (DUE 1/31)** karac 
01-21-99 Minute Entry - Minutes for IMPECUNIOSITY HEARING bonniel 
Judge: JOSEPH C FRATTO 
PRESENT 
Clerk: bonniel 
Prosecutor: MATT JANZEN 
Defendant 
Audio 
Tape Number: 99-043 Tape Count: 2782 
HEARING 
TIME: 5:45 PM COUNT: 3014 
Printed: 04/16/99 16:41:57 Page 5 
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CASE NUMBER 985203049 Traffic Court Case 
Deft sworn. Court questions deft as to assets. (3221) South Salt 
Lake questions deft as to assets. (3408) Court disapproves the 
defts affidavit of impecuniosity. (3539) South Salt Lake to submit 
decision in writing to the court* 
01-25-99 Fine Payment Received: 0.00 
Credit Received: 133,00 
Note: Completion of 19 hours community service 
01-28-99 Filed: Order of Court finding deft is not impecunious. 
02-02-99 Filed: Completion of 13.5 hours community service. 
02-02-99 Fine Payment Received: 0,0 0 
Credit Received: 94.50 
Note: Completion of 13.5 hours comm service 
02-02-99 File sent to the Utah Court of Appeals this date. 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
bonniel 
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ADDENDUM 6 
H.CRAIG HALL (#1307) 
MATTHEW B. JANZEN (#8219) 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
220 East Morris Avenue, Suite 440 
South Salt Lake, Utah 84115-3284 
Telephone: (801) 483-6070 
IN THE THIRD DISTRICT COURT OF SALT LAKE COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH, MURRAY DEPARTMENT 
CITY OF SOUTH SALT LAKE, 
a municipal corporation, 
Plaintiff, 
vs 
SHELDON GORTAT 
DOB: 9-18-44 
Defendant(s) 
ORDER OF COURT 
Case No: 985203049 TC 
JUDGE JOSEPH C FRATTO 
WHEREAS, this Court conducted an evidentiary hearing on the Defendant, 
Sheldon Gortat, impecuniosity on the 21st day of January, 1999; and 
WHEREAS, this Court finds that the Defendant: 
(1) Has voluntarily made himself unemployed; 
(2) Has voluntarily taken the moral position of minimizing any use or control 
of the United States currency; and 
(3) Has failed to provided any information as to the exact cost involved in 
producing a certified transcript of the desired court proceedings. 
NOW, THEREFORE, this Court finds that the Defendant, Sheldon Gortat, is not 
impecunious, as so defined under state and federal law. 
DATED, this the day of , 1999. 
JUDGE JOSEPH C FRATTO 
MAILING CERTIFICATE 
I certify that on this £ Z day of January, 1999, a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Order of the Court was mailed first-class, postage prepaid to the following 
address: 
Sheldon Gortat 
220 East Wentworth 
South Salt Lake, UT 84115 
2 
